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UK, JL, 

^rewitn fioch's response to what 1 wrote him about the Alvarez oiainf orcatLon and 
cy response. i’he latter wiLi. probably be more than usually inccmpreiteanible because it 
is not more than six hours since I returned fro** driving ^11 to the dentist and for the 
grocery shop ing. Except for 15 minutes for a simple aupj-or and thi;. lstt^r it has all been 
rec. ponding to phone cal la. 

gy recollections of specif ±03 of the n.elonry are mostly genoral rather than 
speed ric # I am fairly ce tain hoch then pretended no connection of any kind save that 
perhaps Alvarez had used his and Olson * 3 observations. 

Khat is conspicuous to me on this is a combination of the new admissions of 
the opposite of total detachment and of an official connection « whether or not entirely 
kosher 1 and most startling to me of all* of Hood's pr^publi cation know ledge and silence. 

The possible interpretation arc many oc 1 nako not cf this last. I content nysalf 
with the observation that he said nothing, knowing. 

Aside from an official connection, whatever its extent and nature, the most obvious 
and entirely unexplained is the anti-ecientific nature of this project. 

I don t know that ^och will respond further. 

1 do Know that wha* is in his att ched letter he cays for the first time. Of this 
I an certain. 

2© try_to be more specific, ay present interest is not Paul or hi3 role, whatever 
it nay be. Jt is Alvares./EiiPA/tax money that under any circuxastahccs lias to be after the 
end of the official investigation, no business of ERDA and then the years in which this 
drek reposed in files only to be draeped out when the subject heated up Again. 

SRua does this? 

Anyone, even a ^obel laureate, on the ESDI teat does this? 

And there are no questions? 
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